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5.16   Relationship Between Short-Term Uses of the Environment and 
the Maintenance or Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

 
 For purposes of the HSW EIS, short-term use is defined to encompass the period through the 
year 2046; long-term productivity is defined to encompass the period following 2046. 
 
 The principal objective of Alternative Groups A through E (whether for the Hanford Only, Lower 
Bound, or Upper Bound waste volume)—namely, permanent disposal of LLW, MLLW, and ILAW at 
Hanford—does not involve the short-term use of the environment in the usual sense.(a)  In addition, TRU 
waste is being shipped from Hanford to WIPP.  Implementation of any of these alternative groups is 
intended to result in permanent disposal by below-grade land burial, followed by backfilling to grade, and 
capping with above-grade Modified RCRA Subtitle C Barriers.  For all practical purposes, the LLBGs 
and the vadose zone beneath and surrounding them have been and will continue to be dedicated to the 
isolation of radioactive and hazardous wastes from the environment.  If selected, the disposal sites near 
the PUREX Plant, near the CWC, and at ERDF, including the vadose zone beneath and surrounding 
them, would be similarly committed.  Thus these portions of the Hanford Site constitute perhaps the 
highest use in terms of long-term productivity. 
 
 In time, contaminants from past and proposed waste disposal on the Hanford Site would reach the 
groundwater and the Columbia River.  Depending on the location and time of interest, concentrations of 
radionuclides in groundwater might be such that it would be necessary to place some restrictions on 
groundwater usage.  When the contaminants reach the Columbia River, they will be in such small 
concentrations that they would pose no adverse impact on the long-term productivity of the Columbia 
River. 
 
 In time and with the absence of human activities, flora and fauna common to the Central Plateau in 
the past likely would re-occupy the surface areas above the disposed of waste, and the surface would 
probably be indistinguishable from nearby undisturbed areas.  However, prudence would dictate invoking 
land-use covenants to prohibit future land disturbance by humans and to reduce the likelihood of 
inadvertent intrusion into a waste site or dispersal of contaminants for as long as institutional controls can 
be maintained. 
 
 In the No Action Alternative, similar restrictions would apply; however, no conclusion is made 
regarding short-term uses versus long-term productivity because about 59,000 m3 (76,700 yd3) of waste 
would be stored until the year 2046, with no defined disposition path thereafter. 

                                                      
(a) An example of “usual sense” in this context would be a mining operation in which the acid mine drainage 

contaminates a nearby stream.  In that case, the short-term mining operation likely would have adverse effects 
on the long-term productivity of the streams and river into which contamination flows. 


	Summary
	Volume I - Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact Statemant, Richland, Washington
	1.0 Introduction
	1.1 Organization of the HSW EIS
	1.2 Purpose and Need and Proposed Action
	1.3 Overview of Hanford Site Operations and DOE Waste Management Activities
	1.4 Related Department of Energy Initiatives at the Hanford Site
	1.5 Relationship of the HSW EIS to Other Hanford and DOE NEPA Documents
	1.6 NEPA Process for the HSW EIS
	1.7 Scope of the HSW EIS
	1.8 References

	2.0 HSW EIS Waste Streams and Waste Management Facilities
	2.1 Solid Waste Types and Waste Streams Related to the Proposed Action
	2.2 Hanford Waste Storage, Treatment, and Disposal Facilities, and Transportation Capabilities Related to the Proposed Action
	2.3 References

	3.0 Description and Comparison of Alternatives
	3.1 Alternatives Considered in Detail and Their Development
	3.2 Alternatives Considered but Not Evaluated in Detail
	3.3 Volumes of Waste Considered in Each Alternative
	3.4 Comparison of Environmental Impacts Among the Alternatives
	3.5 Areas of Uncertainty, Incomplete, or Unavailable Information
	3.6 Costs of Alternatives
	3.7 DOE Preferred Alternative
	3.8 References

	4.0 Affected Environment
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Land Use
	4.3 Meteorology and Air Quality
	4.4 Geologic Resources
	4.5 Hydrology
	4.6 Biological and Ecological Resources
	4.7 Cultural, Archaeological, and Historical Resources
	4.8 Socioeconomic Activities
	4.9 Noise
	4.10 Occupational Safety
	4.11 Occupational Radiation Exposure at the Hanford Site
	4.12 References

	5.0 Environmental Consequences
	5.1 Land Use
	5.2 Air Quality
	5.3 Water Quality
	5.4 Geologic Resources
	5.5 Ecological Resources
	5.6 Socioeconomics
	5.7 Cultural Resources Impacts
	5.8 Traffic and Transportation
	5.9 Noise
	5.10 Resource Commitments
	5.11 Human Health and Safety Impacts
	5.12 Aesthetic and Scenic Resources
	5.13 Environmental Justice
	5.14 Cumulative Impacts
	5.15 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
	5.16 Relationship Between Short-Term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance or Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity
	5.17 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
	5.18 Potential Mitigation Measures
	5.19 References

	6.0 Regulatory Framework
	6.1 Potentially Applicable Statutes
	6.2 Land-Use Management
	6.3 Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
	6.4 Hazardous Waste Management
	6.5 Radioactive Waste Management
	6.6 Radiological Safety Oversight
	6.7 Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment
	6.8 Occupational Safety and Occupational Radiation Exposure
	6.9 Non-Radioactive Air Emissions
	6.10 State Waste Discharge Requirements
	6.11 Transportation Requirements
	6.12 Cultural Resources
	6.13 Treaties, Statutes, and Policies Relating to Native Americans
	6.14 Environmental Justice and Protection of Children
	6.15 Chemical Management
	6.16 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know
	6.17 Pollution Prevention
	6.18 Endangered Species
	6.19 Permit Requirements
	6.20 References

	7.0 List of Preparers and Contributors

	Index
	Distribution
	Volume II - Appendices A - O
	Appendix A Public Scoping and Review Comments and DOE Responses
	Appendix B Detailed Alternative Descriptions, Assumptions, Waste Volumes, and Waste Stream Flowsheets
	Appendix C Description of Waste Volumes for the Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and  Hazardous) Waste Program EIS
	Appendix D Supplemental Information on the Low Level Burial Grounds, Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility, Borrow Pits, Trench Liners, and Disposal Facility Barriers
	Appendix E Air Quality Analysis
	Appendix F Methods for Evaluating Impacts on Health from Radionuclides and Chemicals
	Appendix G Groundwater Quality Impacts
	Part 1
	Part 2
	Part 3

	Appendix H  Traffic and Transportation
	Appendix I Ecological Resources
	Attachment A Ecological Survey Results for Summers 2002 and 2003
	Attachment B Letters from Consulting Agencies

	Appendix J Construction Noise – Method of Assessment
	Appendix K Cultural Resources
	Appendix L System Assessment Capability:  A 10,000-Year, Post-Closure Assessment
	Appendix M Long-Term Impacts Associated with Discontinuing Disposal of HSW at the Hanford Site
	Appendix N Overview of DOE Nationwide and Hanford Site Waste Management Programs and Initiatives
	Appendix O Unpublished Sources Cited in the Hanford Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Environmental Impact Statement




